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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Final Office action is in reply to the response to Office Action filed on 18 September 2008. 

2. Claims 1,14, 22, 32, and 33 have been amended. 

3. Claims 1-36 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Response to Amendment 
Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 18 September 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

5. Applicant submits that Brodersen et al. (Brodersen) (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0029161) does not 
teach or suggest in amended Claim 1: (1) wherein the at lease one condition comprises a 
decision based on data made available to the software application [see Remarks page 11, first 
paragraph]. 

6. Applicant submits that Brodersen in view of Official Notice does not teach or that placing 
customized operations in script is old and well known in the art [see Remarks page 13, last 
paragraph through page 14]. 

7. With regard to argument (1), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Brodersen teaches wherein 
the at lease one condition comprises a decision based on data made available to the software 
application (the Assignment Object is configured to select either an individual or team of 
employees from all the rules that assign employees based on the assignment types defined 
above) (see at least paragraph 0084). 
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8. With regard to argument (2), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant has failed to rebut 

Examiner's Official Notice that placing customized operations in script was old and well known in 

the art at the time of the invention. Examiner notes the following discussion of Official Notice 

taken from the MPEP: 

To adequately traverse such a finding, an applicant must specifically point out 
the supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would include stating why 
the noticed fact is not considered to be common knowledge or well-known in 
the art. See 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(b). See also Chevenard, 139 F.2d at 713, 60 USPQ at 
241 ("[[]n the absence of any demand by appellant for the examiner to produce 
authority for his statement, we will not consider this contention."). A general 
allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without any reference to 
the examiner's assertion of official notice would be inadequate. If applicant 
adequately traverses the examiner's assertion of official notice, the examiner 
must provide documentary evidence in the next Office action if the rejection is 
to be maintained. See 37 CFR 1.104(c)(2). See also Zurko, 258 F.3d at 1386, 59 
USPQ2d at 1697 ("[T]he Board [or examiner] must point to some concrete 
evidence in the record in support of these findings'" to satisfy the substantial 
evidence test). If the examiner is relying on personal knowledge to support the 
finding of what is known in the art, the examiner must provide an affidavit or 
declaration setting forth specific factual statements and explanation to support 
the finding. See 37 CFR 1.104(d)(2). If applicant does not traverse the 
examiner's assertion of official notice or applicant's traverse is not adequate, the 
examiner should clearly indicate in the next Office action that the common 
knowledge or w ell-know n in the art statement is taken to be admitted prior art 
because applicant either failed to traverse the examiner's assertion of official 
notice or that the traverse was inadequate. If the traverse was inadequate, the 
examiner should include an explanation as to why it was inadequate. (MPEP § 
2144.03(C)) 

9. The Applicant has not specifically pointed out the supposed errors of the Examiner's action of the 
teachings of Official Notice, which would include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to 
be common knowledge or old and well known in the art. Additionally, the Examiner notes that 
Brodersen does teach customized operations in script (JavaScript) (see at least paragraph 0117). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

10. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

11. Claims 1-4,8-9, 11-12, 14-18 and 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Brodersen etal. (US 2002/0029161 A1). 

As per claim 1 , Brodersen et al. teaches a method of defining a set of business rules 
during runtime of a software application program in a computer system, the method comprising 
during runtime of the software application program, (a) specifying a current rule of the set of 
business rules (paragraphs 15, 42-44 teach a computer program product that is used to add 
modify or delete rules and modifying the rules database, meaning the current rule of the set of 
business rules must be specified in order to modify, add, or delete the rule); 

(b) defining at least one condition for the current rule (paragraph 43 and 67 teach the 
user defining assignment criteria, assignment criteria values, workload rules, calendar availability, 
CTI rules, geographic proximity rules, where the workload, expertise, geographic proximity, 
availability, CTI availability, role, territory, skills and user defined values are the conditions set for 
the current rule), wherein the at lease one condition comprises a decision based on data made 
available to the software application (the Assignment Object is configured to select either an 
individual or team of employees from all the rules that assign employees based on the 
assignment types defined above) (see at least paragraph 0084); 
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(c) defining at least one action for the current rule, wherein the at least one action is 
based on the at least one condition (paragraphs 43, 46 and 68 teach the assignment rules can be 
for assigning service requests, opportunities, contact, accounts, activities, campaigns and product 
defects, or actions for the rule); 

(d) linking the at least one conduction with the at least one action to define a business 
rule from the current rule (paragraphs 42-47 teach the tasks are matched using multi way join 
against the various tables contained in the definition of the task); 

(e) repeating operations (a)-(d) until each business rule in the set of business rules has 
been defined (paragraphs 42-47 teach adding, modifying, deleting rules, Fig. 1). 

As per claim 2, Brodersen teaches prior to specifying a current rule, creating a rule 
category for the set of business rules (paragraphs 83-85 teaches the Object within the 
Assignment Rule (MVG) which opens the Assignment Object, or the rule category for the set of 
business rules, such as service request, opportunity, etc.); 

defining a state object for the current rule, wherein the state object comprises user data 
relevant to the current rule (paragraph 13 teaches the current rule having eligible assignees, or 
state object comprising user data relevant to the current rule); 

after linking the at least one condition with the at least one action to define a business 
rule from the current rule, storing the current rule in the rule category for the set of rules 
(paragraphs 15, 27, 44 teach storing the rule). 

As per claim 3, Brodersen teaches the user data comprises fields stored in a database 
(paragraphs 15, 27, 44 teach storing the rule in a database). 
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As per claim 4, Brodersen teaches the at least one user action updates the fields in the database 
during runtime of the software application (paragraph 44 teaches modifying the rules database, the 
employee database and position database through translating the administrator actions, or the user- 
defined rules). 

As per claim 8, Brodersen teaches the at least one condition is a pattern condition (paragraph 43 
and 67 teach the user defining assignment criteria, assignment criteria values, workload rules, calendar 
availability, CTI rules, geographic proximity rules, where the workload, expertise, geographic proximity, 
availability, CTI availability, role, territory, skills and user defined values are the conditions set for the 
current rule). 

As per claim 9, Brodersen teaches the at least one condition is structured query language (SQL) 
condition (paragraphs 43-44 and 67 teach the conditions which are administrator actions and translating 
those actions into SQL statements to modify the rules database). 

As per claim 1 1 , Brodersen teaches the at least one action is a pattern action (paragraphs 50 and 
70 teach a plurality of actions, or a pattern action). 

As per claim 12, Brodersen teaches at least one action is a structured query language (SQL) 
action (paragraph 44 teaches translating those actions into SQL statements to modify the rules database, 
employee database and position database). 
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As per claim 14, Brodersen teaches a method of evaluating a business rule during 
runtime of a software application program in a computer system, the method comprising: during 
runtime of the software application, retrieving a business rule, wherein the business rule 
comprises at least one defined condition and at least one defined action (paragraphs 1 14-128 
teaches calling the assignment manager, or receiving the business rules, where paragraph 43 
and 67 teach the user defining assignment criteria, assignment criteria values, workload rules, 
calendar availability, CTI rules, geographic proximity rules, where the workload, expertise, 
geographic proximity, availability, CTI availability, role, territory, skills and user defined values 
are the conditions set for the current rule and the assignment rules can be for assigning service 
requests, opportunities, contact, accounts, activities, campaigns and product defects, or actions 
for the rule), wherein the at lease one condition comprises a decision based on data made 
available to the software application (the Assignment Object is configured to select either an 
individual or team of employees from all the rules that assign employees based on the 
assignment types defined above) (see at least paragraph 0084); 

evaluating the business rule based on the at least one defined condition, the at least one 
defined action and user data in a state object (paragraphs 129-166 teach evaluating the business 
rule based on the conditions, actions and the user data such as workload, availability, geographic 
proximity, and other attributes). 

As per claim 15, Brodersen teaches determining a success of the business rule based on 
the evaluation (paragraphs 142-149 teaches scoring the qualified candidates, or determining a 
success). 

As per claim 16, Brodersen teaches updating existing user data in the state object based 
on the evaluation of the business rule (paragraphs 160-166 teaches generating the assignment 
and writing the assignee to the task's primary table and also reassigning or updating the existing 
user data in the state object). 
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As per claim 17, Brodersen teaches adding new user data to the state object based on 
the evaluation of the business rules (paragraphs 160-166 teach generating the assignment and 
writing the assignee to the task's primary table). 



As per claim 18, Brodersen teaches the business rule is retrieved from a database 
(paragraphs 15, 27, 72 teach the rules information from the database). 



As per claims 33-34, they recite a computer system for performing the methods of claims 
14-17. Since Brodersen teaches a computer system (paragraph 15), claims 33-34 are rejected 
for the same reasons set forth above in claims 14-17. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 



Claims 5-7, 10, 13, 19-32 and 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brodersen et al. and in view of Official Notice. 
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As per claim 5, Brodersen teaches storing the current rule in the rules category as recited 
in claim 2. However, Brodersen does not expressly teach generating a data file for the stored 
information and saving the data file in the computer system. Examiner takes Official Notice that 
generating a data file for information desired to be stored and saving that data file in a computer 
system is old and well known in the art. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to include this feature in the art of Brodersen as storing the information, whether it be 
specifically in a data file or not, would not change the functionality of the invention. Further, since 
saving information in this format is old and well known in the art, substituting this storage format 
for another would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
as it is within one of ordinary skill in the art's ability to utilize the known methods that are available 
in the field. 

As per claim 6, Brodersen teaches storing information to the database (paragraphs15, 
27, 44). However, as recited above in claim 5. Brodersen does not teach this stored information 
as a data file. Examiner takes Official Notice that a data file is old and well known in the art. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the data of 
Brodersen in a data file as it is within one of ordinary skill in the art's ability to utilize the know 
technologies of the art that are old and well known at the time of the invention. Further, since the 
format of the data does not alter the functionality of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
utilize any data format that was old and well known at the time of the invention. 
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As per claim 7, Brodersen teaches storing information as recited in claims 2 and 5. 
However, Brodersen does not teach the data stored as an XML data file. Examiner takes Official 
Notice that XML files are old and well known in the art. Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the data of Brodersen in an XML data file as it is within 
one of ordinary skill in the art's ability to utilize the know technologies of the art that are old and 
well known at the time of the invention. Further, since the format of the data does not alter the 
functionality of the invention, it would have been obvious to utilize any data format that was old 
and well known at the time of the invention. 

As per claim 10, Brodersen teaches at least one condition as recited in claim 1. Further, 
Brodersen teaches the at least one condition is a decision that performs customized operations 
on the one or more fields (paragraphs 42-48). However, Brodersen does not expressly teach the 
cusotmized operations being in a script. Examiner takes Official Notice that placing cusomtized 
operations in a script is old and well known in the art. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the customized operations of 
Brodersen in a script in order to more efficiently find an optimal match utilizing the rule conditions 
and actions. See Brodersen, paragraph 11. 

As per claim 13, Brodersen teaches at least one action as recited in claim 1. Further, 
Brodersen teaches the at least one action is an action based on a decisions in which customized 
operations are performed on one or more fields (paragraphs 42-48). However, Brodersen does 
not expressly teach the cusotmized operations being in a script. Examiner takes Official Notice 
that placing cusomtized operations in a script is old and well known in the art. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the 
customized operations of Brodersen in a script in order to more efficiently find an optimal match 
utilizing the rule conditions and actions. See Brodersen, paragraph 11. 
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As per claim 19, Brodersen teaches the business rule is retrieved from a database 
(paragraphs 15, 27 and 72). However, Brodersen does not expressly teach the information 
retrieved from a file. Examiner takes Official Notice that retrieving stored information from a file is 
old and well known in the art. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to include file data in the data that is stored in the database of 
Brodersen as the format of the data does not change the functionality of the invention. Further, 
substituting one type of data for another would have been obvious as it is within one of ordinary 
skill in the art's ability to utilize any data format that is old and well known in the art as it does not 
change the functionality of the invention. 

As per claim 20 it recites limitations substantially similar to those of claims 8-10 and is 
rejected for the same reasons set forth above in claims 8-10. 

As per claim 21, it recites limitations substantially similar to those of claims 11-13 and is 
rejected for the same reasons set forth above in claims 11-13. 

As per claim 22, Brodersen teaches a computer readable medium having computer 
executable modules for defining and executing a set of business rules comprising: a rule designer 
module for: creating a rule category for the set of business rules (paragraphs 83-85 teaches the 
Object within the Assignment Rule (MVG) which opens the Assignment Object, or the rule 
category for the set of business rules, such as service request, opportunity, etc); 

(a) specifying a current rule of the set of business rules (paragraphs 15, 42-44 teach a 
computer program product that is used to add modify or delete rules and modifying the rules 
database, meaning the current rule of the set of business rules must be specified in order to 
modify, add, or delete the rule); 
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(b) defining at least one condition for the current rule (paragraph 43 and 67 teach the 
user defining assignment criteria, assignment criteria values, workload rules, calendar availability, 
CTI rules, geographic proximity rules, where the workload, expertise, geographic proximity, 
availability, CTI availability, role, territory, skills and user defined values are the conditions set for 
the current rule), wherein the at lease one condition comprises a decision based on data made 
available to the software application (the Assignment Object is configured to select either an 
individual or team of employees from all the rules that assign employees based on the 
assignment types defined above) (see at least paragraph 0084); 

(c) defining at least one action for the current rule, wherein the at least one action is 
based on the at least one condition (paragraphs 43, 46 and 68 teach the assignment rules can be 
for assigning service requests, opportunities, contact, accounts, activities, campaigns and product 
defects, or actions for the rule); 

(d) linking the at least one conduction with the at least one action to define a business 
rule from the current rule (paragraphs 42-47 teach the tasks are matched using multi way join 
against the various tables contained in the definition of the task); 

(e) generating data representing the defined business rule (paragraph 44); 

(f) repeating operations (a)-(e) for each business rule in the business rule category 
(paragraphs 42-47 teach adding, modifying, deleting rules, Fig. 1); 

storing the data generated for each defined business rule in the rule category (Fig. 1, 
paragraphs 15, 27, 44 teach storing the rule); 

a rules engine module for evaluating each of the business rule in the rule category 
(paragraphs 129-166 teach evaluating the business rule based on the conditions, actions and the 
user data such as workload, availability, geographic proximity, and other attributes). 
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However, Brodersen does not expressly teach the data as a data file. Examiner takes Official 
Notice that Examiner takes Official Notice that a data file is old and well known in the art. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the data of Brodersen in a data file as it 
is within one of ordinary skill in the art's ability to utilize the know technologies of the art that are old and 
well known at the time of the invention. Further, since the format of the data does not alter the 
functionality of the invention, it would have been obvious to utilize any data format that was old and well 
known at the time of the invention. 

As per claim 23, Brodersen teaches the user data comprises fields stored in a database 
(paragraphs 15, 27, 44 teach storing the rule in a database). 

As per claim 24, Brodersen teaches the rules module evaluating each business rule 
based on the at least one condition and the at least one or more action (paragraphs 129-166 
teach evaluating the business rule based on the conditions, actions and the user data such as 
workload, availability, geographic proximity, and other attributes). 

As per claims 25-28 and 30-31 , they recite limitations substantially similar to those of 
claims 8-13, respectively. Thus, claims 25-28 and 30-31 are rejected for the same reasons set 
forth above in claims 8-13. 

As per claim 29, Brodersen teaches the pattern action uses dynamic binding (paragraphs 
26 and 52 teach the assignment or the pattern action, is defined dynamically, or dynamically 
bound). 
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As per claim 32, Brodersen teaches a system for defining a set of business rules 
comprising: a rule designer module for: a) specifying a current rule of the set of business rules 
(paragraphs 15, 42-44 teach a computer program product that is used to add modify or delete 
rules and modifying the rules database, meaning the current rule of the set of business rules must 
be specified in order to modify, add, or delete the rule); 

(b) defining a state object for the current rule, wherein the state object comprises one or 
more data objects, each data object containing user data relevant to the current rule (paragraph 13 
teaches the current rule having eligible assignees, or state object comprising user data relevant to the 
current rule), wherein the at lease one condition comprises a decision based on data made available to 
the software application (the Assignment Object is configured to select either an individual or team of 
employees from all the rules that assign employees based on the assignment types defined above) (see 
at least paragraph 0084) 

(c) defining at least one condition for the current rule (paragraph 43 and 67 teach the 
user defining assignment criteria, assignment criteria values, workload rules, calendar availability, 
CTI rules, geographic proximity rules, where the workload, expertise, geographic proximity, 
availability, CTI availability, role, territory, skills and user defined values are the conditions set for 
the current rule); 

(d) defining at least one action for the current rule, wherein the at least one action is 
based on the at least one condition (paragraphs 43, 46 and 68 teach the assignment rules can be 
for assigning service requests, opportunities, contact, accounts, activities, campaigns and product 
defects, or actions for the rule); 

(e) linking the at least one conduction with the at least one action to define a business 
rule from the current rule (paragraphs 42-47 teach the tasks are matched using multi way join 
against the various tables contained in the definition of the task); 

(f) generating data representing the defined business rule (paragraph 44); 

(g) repeating operations (a)-(f) for each business rule in the business rule category 
(paragraphs 42-47 teach adding, modifying, deleting rules, Fig. 1); 
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a database for storing the user data for in the data object defined by the rules engine 
module (Fig. 1, paragraphs 15, 27, 44 teach storing the rule). 

However, Brodersen does not expressly teach the data as a data file. Examiner takes Official 
Notice that Examiner takes Official Notice that a data file is old and well known in the art. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the data of Brodersen in a data file as it 
is within one of ordinary skill in the art's ability to utilize the know technologies of the art that are old and 
well known at the time of the invention. Further, since the format of the data does not alter the 
functionality of the invention, it would have been obvious to utilize any data format that was old and well 
known at the time of the invention. 

As per claims 35-36, they recite a computer system for performing the methods of claims 
20 and 21. Since Brodersen teaches a system (paragraph 15), claims 35-36 are rejected for the 
same reasons set forth above in claims 20 and 21. 

13. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Application/Control Number: 10/618,830 Page 16 

Art Unit: 3624 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
Nabahi (US 6,006,035) discloses a method and system for custom computer software 
installation. 

Nabahi (US 6,266,81 1) teaches a method and system for custom computer software installation 
using rule-based installation engine and simplified script computer program. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to THOMAS MANSFIELD whose telephone number is (571)270-1904. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 8:30 am-6 pm, alt. Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Bradley Bayat can be reached on 571-272-6704. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 

IT. M.l 

Examiner, Art Unit 3624 

19 December 2008 
Thomas Mansfield 



/Bradley B Bayat/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3624 



